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SIXTH ANNUAL REPORT
of the U. S. Advisory Commission

on International Educational and Cultural Affairs

INTRODUCTION

Foreign and domestic policies are inextricably inter-
woven; indeed, it is difficult to tell in many cases
which is the warp and which the woof in the fabric of
our society. Of one thing, however, we can be certain.
Each influences the other. In short, we have problems
at home and overseas. This nation must engage in its
problem solving -- in part because we still have a
"decent respect to the opinions of mankind." Our in-
formation and educational exchange programs are a
manifestation of this continuing respect.

In this, our Sixth Annual Report to Congress, we cannot
dwell on the domestic problems of riots and racism,
ghettoes and transit systems, education and urbanization.
But we must recognize'at the outset that the solutions
to these problems will make ever-increasing demands on
the public purse and hence may have a profound effect on
international programs.

There are no quiet places in the world today. The nation
must not deceive itself into thinking that even when a
peaceful and honorable settlement is achieved in Viet-Nam,
we shall be free of foreign entanglements, and our
frustrations with foreign affairs at an end. Still we
must not let these frustrations turn our attention from
our real and permanent responsibilities as we respond
with our manifold international programs. In particular,
this Commission's main concern is that there must be no
further eroding of programs of international educational
and cultural exchange as a result of the general feel-
ings of frustration with things international. We assume
that after 30 years of Government-supported educational
and cultural relations, this nation is committed to such
programs. If it is not, it should be.
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In any case, the faith of this Commission remains stead-
fast in the Government's educational and cultural
exchange programs as one way of letting other nations
witness our problem-solving and one significant op-
portunity .for cooperation with other peoples. And so
it should. There has recently been called to our
attention a series of letters from 105 ambassadors
and charges d'affaires around the world. An analysis .of
these letters shows that it is the overwhelming consensus
of these U.S. mission heads that the educational and
cultural programs -

(1) Are an effective and significant element in our
long-term foreign relations with virtually every
country replying. (The force and conviction of
the statements, many of them from veteran
ambassadors, are striking.)

(2) Are an effective and essential tool to reach and
inform national intellectual and political
leaders, and the press and other information
media on American character and policies.

(3) Have effectively contributed to removing mis-
conceptions about, and hostility to, the United
States and-its social, economic, and cultural
achievements; and, as a corollary, to offsetting
pro-Communist propaganda and predilections.

(4) Have significantly helped to develop education
and to introduce new educational approaches in
many countries, with particular reference to the
developing nations.

(5) Provide an invaluable means for keeping channels
of communication open in both directions at
times when and places where political tensions
or hostility block official diplomatic relation-
ships.

(6) Are a significant method of reaching young
people -- especially potential leaders in the
emerging countries and the "new generation"
which has come up in Europe and elsewhere with
little recollection of World War II and few post-
war associations with the United States.
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Specific examples of effectiveness cited in the letters
are many and persuasive, namely:

(1) In most countries with long-standing exchange
programs, an impressive number of key people
today at very high levels -- in political and
public life, in press and information circles.,
and in education -- are former grantees.

(2) In emerging countries the programs have been
markedly successful in selecting leaders and
potential leaders.

(3) Strong, fruitful, and continuing relationships
have been established, through the exchange
programs, with educational institutions,
educational policymakers, professors, and teachers

(4) The exchange programs have been a successful
means of introducing American studies abroad,
especially in Europe, and of acquainting teachers
with the United States and its educational
system.

This is not to say that these programs are perfect or
that the ambassadors had no criticism of them. On the
other hand, it is difficult indeed to state precisely
what an ideal educational exchange program would be,
just as it is impossible for an educator to state what
the ideal curriculum in any subject is.

Since the law which created this Commission requires us
to report to Congress annually, we have assumed that
Congress wishes our views and our recommendations in
regard to the program. Further, it should be remembered
that in Executive Order 11034 (June 26, 1962) implement-
ing the Fulbright-Hays Act and delegating authority under
it to various Government departments and agencies, the
President reserved unto himself the right to receive
recommendations from the Commission. We intend, there-
fore, to transmit to the President a copy of this annual
report to the Congress.

We recommend:
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(1) That the President personally and vigorously
identify to the American people and to Congress
the crucial importance of international
educational and cultural programs and that he
give continuous support to such programs as a

vital part of U.S. foreign relations and an

indispensable sector of the infrastructure of
U.S. foreign policy.

(2) That the President establish an organizational
structure within the executive branch which
will assure consistent and purposeful national
action in international educational and
cultural affairs.

Some questions which would be answered in the imple-
mentation of these recommendations are listed below:

What administrative pattern, both in Washington and in
the field, can best facilitate the Government's per-
formance of its role? Should all educational and
cultural activities supported by Government be directed
by one agency, or should they be dispersed among
various agencies; and if the latter, how can they be
effectively coordinated? And how should the adminis-
tration of educational and cultural activities be
related to that of similar activities such as economic
development assistance or trade?

To what extent should the international cultural programs
of the United States be deliberately related to those of
other countries, and should this be done primarily
through multilateral means or through bilateral,
reciprocal means? For that matter, to what extent can
cultural relations be mpde genuinely reciprocal?

What should be the magnitude of an adequate educational
and cultural relations program, and what should be the
relative magnitude of each of its component parts?

These questions, and many others like them, have been
the subjects of discussions in innumerable studies, re-
ports, conference sessions, and congressional hearings,
as a conscious search for overall policy has developed
and become increasingly insistent.
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Underlying all these questions, and in a sense con-
ditioning the answers to all of them, is the fundamental
question: How can educational and cultural programs
contribute to the advancement of the basic objectives
of U.S. foreign policy?

If the recommendations and the questions listed above.
seem familiar, so they should. The recommendations are
taken almost verbatim from a report of 1961 to the new
Kennedy administration and to the Congress by our
predecessor commission, the U.S. Advisory Commission on
Educational Exchange. It was written by Walter H. C.
Laves. .1/ These questions, which persist as fundamental
and valid, are taken from the book Cultural Relations
and U.S. Foreign Policy, by Charles A. Thomson and
Walter H. C. Laves (Indiana University Press, 1963).

It seems to us that, as a nation, through our repre-
sentatives in Congress and through innumerable
educational institutions, volunteer groups, cultural
societies, world affairs councils, and the like, we
must reaffirm our commitment to international educational
and cultural exchange. If we choose not to, let us say
so. If we are committed, let us begin to move forward.

CONTINUITY OF PERSONNEL AND THE ROLE OF THE
CULTURAL AFFAIRS OFFICER

"Continuity of personnel is essential for both the
Advisory Commission and CU /Bureau of Educational and
Cultural Affairs in the Department of State/ to carry
out their responsibilities. Frequent changes in the
Assistant Secretary of State's office and in foreign
service personnel assigned to CU for 2 to 3 years, points

1/ Twenty-sixth Semiannual Report on Educational Exchange
Activities. House doc. no. 199, 87th Cong., 1st sess.
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1961).

98-011(H. D. 66) 0 - 69 - 2
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to the importance of a number of permanently based
civil servants throughout CU. Has a careful study been
made of the need to include young people as civil
servants in CU to have them acquire the knowledge and
experience so essential in planning educational and
cultural programs?" 2/

It'seems to us high time that the study called for in
the question above should be made. Indeed, it appears
to us that Congress in passing the Mutual Educational
and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 (P.L. 87-256, usually
known as the Fulbright-Hays Act) clearly had a career
service in mind for Civil Service employees in the
Department when it authorized 10 supergrade positions
for such persons. We see little evidence, however, that
the Department of State has done anything to promote a
career service of this sort within the Department.

For the record we would like to quote part of the Herter
Committee report 3 which seems to us to be even more
significant and important now than it was in 1962 when
it was written:

"For example, in a study conducted this year, only
1.2 percent of Foreign Service -Officers indicated primary
preference for four functional specialties involving
work primarily or exclusively in Washington (public
affairs, cultural affairs, international organization
affairs, and intelligence and'research). Most prefer to
remain in the mainstream of the Foreign Service, which
they consider affords better promotion opportunities.

"...It may be noted that the bulk of the positions
in administration are filled by civil servants; the
Department has not had the same difficulty in staffing

2/ "Research, Appraisals and Reports." Report for the
U.S. Advisory Commission on International Educa-
tional and Cultural Affairs and the Bureau of
Educational and Cultural Affairs (Department of
State), by Mabel Smythe and Walter Johnson,
September 1964 (mimeographed).

3/ Personnel for the New Diplomacy, Report of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs Personnel (Washington,
D.C., 1962).
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administrative posts as it has in the other functional
fields referred to above."

We hasten to add another more recent quotation. This
one is at the time of writing scarcely a month old. It
comes from a report prepared for the American Foreign
Service Association. The report concerns itself with
the personnel of the Foreign Service, of the Department
of State, and of the U.S. Information Agency (USIA)
inter alia. After remarking that they were not entirely
sure of what course of action to recommend to the new

incoming President and Secretary of State, the writers
then go on as follows:

"We were certain of several things. The first was
that there is a need in several areas of the Department
for a degree of continuity that would be difficult to
obtain by staffing from the Foreign Service without
seriously distorting the competitive promotion system
on which a healthy Foreign Service must depend. The
Bureau of Intelligence and Research seemed a case in
point. Certainly an infusion of Foreign Service Officers
can provide a balance and additional perspective which
is highly useful; yet the need for the continuous ap-
plication of the expertise of our Civil Service colleagues
has been invaluable in providing an institutional memory,
as well as intimate and detailed knowledge of the other
agencies in the intelligence community. The same con-
clusion would be applicable to the Bureau of Economic
Affairs, to the Bureau of Public Affairs, to the Bureau
of Security and Consular Affairs, to the Bureau of
/Educational and/ Cultural Affairs, to the Legal Ad-
visor's Office and certainly to the range of support
services which are vital, without which the Department
simply could not operate, and which most of us tend to
take for granted.

"We were also certain that the Department of State
'had attracted over the years an extraordinarily able,
talented and dedicated group of civil servants who had
made an enormous contribution to the conduct of the
foreign affairs of this nation. We were equally certain
that any personnel arrangements which did not accord
scrupulously fair treatment No this group would not be
in the national interest." 4

4/ Toward a Modern Diolomacv, A Report to the American
Foreign Service Association (Washington, D.C.,
1968), p. 43.
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So, there we have, it seems to us, both seasoned and
recent statements of a problem to which not nearly
enough time and effort has been devoted by the Depart-
ment of State or-by USIA. We strongly urge that this
problem get prompt and serious attention and that some
means be worked out whereby young persons coming into
the Department or into USIA could be trained for
assignments in educational and cultural affairs work in
Washington;. Many of the persons now in high positions
in both CU and USIA are persons who came into Government
25 or 30 years ago during World War II. Various re-
tirement incentive plans are making it more attractive
for these persons to leave, but the loss in continuity,
knowledge, and even wisdom, is more than programs in
international educational and cultural affairs can afford.
Needed are officers who are not only experienced in ad-
ministering programs but who are also passionate
advocates of the basic idea of educational exchange.
One simply cannot get such advocates and specialists
with personnel rotating in and out of Washington, or in
and out of USIA foreign service posts. We have reason
to believe, for example, that many cultural affairs
officers (CAO's) are thoroughly frustrated in their de-
sire to have a career leading upwards in cultural and
educational affairs overseas. However, the bulk of the
Information Agency work is necessarily and properly
concerned with information and propaganda, and the
persons at the top, it appears, are always going to be
specialists in these fields.

"No man can serve two masters: for either he will
hate the one, and love the other; or else he will hold
to the one, and despise the other."

The CAO cannot but feel a:.divided loyalty, since his
promotion and career depend on the USIA, which employs
him, whereas in his daily work on educational exchanges
he is responsible to the Department of State.

There are such divided loyalties, and we see no way of
ending these except by the creation of a separate agency
to concern itself primarily with educational and
cultural programs, as we recommended last year in our
Fifth.Annual Report, and herewith recommend again below.
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A NEW AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION

We were interested to read the 23d Annual Report of our
sister commission, the U.S. Advisory Commission on
Information. It was a good report. What impressed us
most was the recommendation that all educational,
cultural, and informational programs be thrown together,
possibly in a new and independent agency. The amount of
space devoted in the report to USIA's educational and
cultural programs is likewise impressive. Equally
significant -- and seemingly contradictory -- is the
relatively small amount of funds devoted to such purposes
by USIA. So we must continue the dialog with that Com-
mission regarding our conviction that programs of
information and propaganda on the one hand and those of
educational and cultural affairs on the other must be
separated, to the organizational and budgetary benefit
of both.

We repeat our recommendation of last year that somehow
all the international educational and cultural programs
of this Government be pulled together in one separate
agency. This would mean that English language teaching,
the binational centers, and the information centers and
libraries of USIA might be combined with the programs
of the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs of the
Department of State. All of these would be put into one new
Agency for International Education. We see no reason
why ultimately the Peace Corps, the educational programs
in the Office of International Training of the Agency
for International Development (AID), and perhaps some
of the activities of the new Institute for International
Studies (IIS) in HEW could not also be incorporated into
this one agency.

We recognize that some of these "international education"
programs face inward (for example, many of those in the
new IIS of HEW) and concern themselves with the inter-
nationalizing of domestic education -- elementary,
secondary, and higher -- and require the attention of
educators. Other programs -- those of AID, the Peace
Corps, and the Bureau of Educational and Cultural
Affairs -- look outward and vitally affect our relations
with the rest of the world. These must continue to get



14

broad policy guidance from the Department of State.
But to have all the domestic-oriented and foreign policy-
oriented programs in one agency strikes us as opening a
possibility for a coordinated approach to international
education in all its aspects, which simply has not
previously existed. America's role in the world requires
some such approach if we are to carry out our responsi-
bilities to ourselves for the rest of the 20th century
and even beyond. We remind our readers that students
graduating from college in 1968 will be in their fifties
in 2001; that pupils entering school in 1969 will spend
most of their working lives in the 21st century. We
must prepare them for a world rapidly becoming so small,
so much the "global village," that almost all problems
take on international coloration and require inter-
national cooperation for their solution.

To sort out the overseas information and propaganda
programs of USIA from its cultural and educational
programs is not so difficult, in our view, as it may
appear at first blush. Ever since the passage of the
Smith-Mundt Act (P.L. 80-402) in 1948, there has been a
futile, unproductive, and endless argument going on as
to where education and culture end and information and
propaganda begin. The Forum Series of the Voice of
America, for example, is every bit as cultural, as well
as educational, as one could ask such a program to be.
Likewise, much of the programming of the Motion Picture
and Television Service and the Press and Publications
Service of the U.S. Information Agency has a high
educational content and should continue to do so, for
the simple reason that USIA has the facilities for a
mass media approach. We are not, then, proposing or
suggesting that the Agency do nothing but propagandize
for the U.S. Government's foreign policy.

We do, however, suggest that those parts of the 23d
Annual Report of the Advisory Commission on Information
under the heading "New Duties" and "New Emphases" point
out quite clearly some of the new directions in which
the Information Agency should go. The Agency should
indeed, we agree, develop further its professional
capacity for publicizing abroad the U.S. Government's
activities and its policies and statements dealing with
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foreign affairs, including educational and cultural
activities as well as those of AID and the Peace Corps.
(It already publicizes overseas the activities of the
latter two agencies.) It should, further, bring to
bear its expertise in public relations on the formula-
tion of foreign policy. The public affairs officers
should certainly make greater contact with foreign
journalists and other communicators overseas just as
the Agency should with foreign journalists in the
United States.

We are pleased to note that the Commission on In-
formation considers cultural and educational exchanges
to be one of the mainstays of USIA's operations over-
seas. But the truth is that these are now Department
of State programs which, under current administrative
arrangements, the Agency runs for the Department with
funds transferred annually to the Agency from appropria-
tions made to the Department under a differentiation set
up by Reorganization Plan No. 8 of 1953 of President
Eisenhower.

The other commission recognizes the administrative
complications inherent in such an arrangement, as
everyone has since the USIA was created in 1953.
However, there are many persons in the Department of
State and in the Congress who-believe -- for other than
administrative reasons -- that educational and cultural
exchange programs should be as widely separated as

possible from programs dealing with information and
propaganda. Again, we suggest there are some lessons
to be learned here from the British Council and the
Canada Council, from the British Information Service,
and the World-wide Broadcasting Service of the B.B.C.

Educational and cultural exchange programs of the
Department of State should not be confused with those
programs of USIS overseas which publicize and explain
U.S. policies. So we disagree with those who say that
to create credibility for informational programs
should be a main function of educational and cultural
exchanges. Such credibility should be a by-product of
those exchange programs, which should be planned,
funded, and operated for genuinely educational or cul-
tural purposes. Only thus can they benefit this
country most.
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What this suggests in turn, it seems to us, is that
the informational programs of USIA should be transferred
directly into the Department of State. It appears to
us that the Secretary of State would wish to have at
his immediate disposal -- and not in a separate agency
in Washington -- those public relations experts whose
chief if not sole job is to explain American foreign
policy abroad. By the same token each ambassador would
wish, we believe, to have as a part of his regular
Foreign Service staff, similar public relations experts.
The role of the British Information Service comes to
mind at once in this regard.

Others are now presenting the view that all of USIA
should be returned to the Department of State, e.g.:

"After the information function was withdrawn from
the Department in accord with the desire of Secretary
Dulles for the Department to concentrate on 'policy'
and divest itself of 'operations,' the feasibility of
this action was kept under continuing review by
President Eisenhower's Commission on the Reorganization
of the Government, whose membership included Nelson
Rockefeller, Arthur Flemming, Milton Eisenhower and
Don K. Price. They finally concluded that the nation's
interest would be best served by returning USIA to the
framework of the Department of State and so recommended
to the President. However, time was too short for this
to be accomplished in the remaining period of the
Eisenhower Administration.

"We believe that recommendation to have been a
wise one. We believe the new President should use his
reorganization powers to place USIA within the Depart-
ment as an autonomous unit, as is AID now, and that
the Director of USIA should rank as an Under Secretary
of State as the Administrator of AID now does. We
noted that the Arms Control and Disarmanent Agency
and the Peace Corps were already situated within the
framework of the Department." 57

5/ Toward a Modern Diplomacy, A Report to the American
Foreign Service Association (Washington, D.C.,
1968), p. 23.
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Be that as it may, we repeat that educational and
cultural exchanges should be separated from information
and propaganda wherever located. It is obvious, in any
case, that the new administration must come to grips
with the problem of the proper location in the Govern-
ment of educational and cultural exchanges. This
problem has been with us since the creation of USIA
as a separate agency in 1953. And, in short, the
intermingling of propaganda with educational ex-
changes has weakened the effectiveness of both.

Finally, the new Agency for International Education,
which we here propose, should include certain segments
of the Department of State which concern themselves
with the educational and cultural programs of such
multilateral organizations as UNESCO, OAS, and OECD.
The plans and authorization for this new agency should
also provide for receipt of private funds such as are
now enjoyed by the Smithsonian Institution and the
Library of Congress.

One last thought occurs to us in regard to the locale.
of educational and cultural exchanges in Government.
We wish to state with all possible emphasis that,
whatever is done with the educational and cultural
programs now in the Bureau of Educational and Cultural
Affairs, they must not be broken up. It has been sug-
gested by some, for example, that the American
Specialists Program and the Cultural Presentations
Program might well be housed in the United States
Information Agency. Others have proposed that the
academic exchange programs be placed in the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare. So to split up
these programs would, in our view, be disastrous.
They now serve and should continue to serve one unified
purpose, namely, that of displaying American educa-
tional and cultural achievements to the world, whether
this be done through cultural presentations, through
study by a teenager at an American high school, by
advanced research in this country or overseas, or by a

genuinely educational program of one month for a

distinguished visitor from abroad. All these seek to
educate in the best and broadest sense of the word and,
incidentally, to leave the recipient of the grant or
the participant in the cultural event with a truer
picture of the United States.
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